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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 03 
August 2007 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 06 July 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant.argues that Nichiguchi, Jung, and May do not disclose the 
feature, "a patterned retarder and the output polarizer, arranged to transmit the same 
proportions of slow and fast axis components of light from the first and second sets of 
regions". However, Applicant does not clearly show on the record how the references 
are deficient, other than claiming that they do not discuss uniform wavefronts of the 
output light (a limitation which is not recited in the claim language). Furthermore, it is not 
clear from Applicant's specification how the disclosures of Nishiguchi, Jung, and May do 
not meet this limitation, as it would be desirable for any display device to output the 
same proportions of slow and fast axis components, to maintain a uniform display. 
Applicant is invited to elucidate the distinction between the claimed invention and the 
references of record. Therefore, Applicant's arguments are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 

States. 

4. Claims 1-5, 10-15, 17-18, and 32-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over 
Nishiguchi (US 6,046,787). 

5. Regarding claim 1 , Nishiguchi discloses an optical device (see figure 5, for 
instance) comprising an input polarizer (101a) for passing light having a first polarization 
direction, a polarization modifying element (106) for receiving light of the first 
polarization direction from the input polarizer (101a), and an output polarizer (110) for 
analysing light from the polarization modifying element (106), the polarization modifying 
element (106), comprising at least first (106c) and second (106b) regions, each first 
region (106c) changing the polarization of light from the input poliarizer (101a) to a 
second polarization direction different from the first polarization direction and each 
second region (106b) supplying light of a third polarization direction different from the 
second polarization direction, characterized in that the output polarizer (110) cooperates 
with the polarization modifying element (106) such that each first light path through each 
first region (106c) and the output polarizer (110) has substantially the same attenuation 
and phase change to light from the input polarizer (101a) as each second light path 
through each second region (106b) and the output polarizer (110), characterized in that 
the polarization modifying element (106) comprises a patterned retarder, and wherein 
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the output polariser (110) is arranged to transmit the same proportions of slow and fast 
axis components of light from the first and second sets of regions (106b-c). 

6. Regarding claim 1 , it would have been obvious, as the structure of the device of 
Nishiguchi appears to be identical to that of the present invention, to arrange'the output 
polariser (1 10) to transmit the same proportions of slow and fast axis components of 
light from the first and second sets of regions (106b-c) in order to maintain a uniform 
display, and it seems inherent in any design of a display including parallax barriers or 
patterned retarders. Claim 1 is therefore unpatentable. 

7. Regarding claim 2, Nishiguchi discloses the device as claimed in claim 1 (see 
figures 1 and 5, for instance), wherein the regions of the first (106c) and second (106b) 
sets are interieaved and comprise first and second parallel strips (11a, lib), 
respectively. Claim 2 is therefore unpatentable. 

8. Regarding claim 3, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 2 (see figures 2E2 
and 5, for instance), and Jung further wherein the first strips (14a) have a first width and 
the second strips (14b) have a second width greater than the first width. Claim 3 is 
therefore unpatentable. 

9. Regarding claim 4, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 1 (see figure 5, for 
instance), wherein the second and third polarization directions are substantially 
orthogonal (column 16, lines 39-41). Claim 4 is therefore unpatentable. 

10. Regarding claim 5, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 1 (see figure 5, for 
instance), wherein the third polarization direction (106b) is the same as the first 
polarization direction (101a). Claim 5 is therefore unpatentable. 
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1 1 . Regarding claim 10, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 1 (see figure 5, for 
instance), wherein the output polarizer (110) is arranged to transmit only the slow axis 
component of light (column 16, lines 20-24) from the first and second sets of regions 
(106b,c). Claim 10 is therefore unpatentable. 

I 

12. Regarding claim 11, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 1 (see figure 5, for 
instance), wherein the retarder (106) comprises a photo-polymerised polymer (column 
1 1 , lines 40-43). Claim 1 1 is therefore unpatentable. 

13. Regarding claim 12, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 1 (see figure 5, for 
instance), wherein the retarder (106) provides a half wave of retardation at a visible light 
frequency (column 13, lines 8-11). Claim 12 is therefore unpatentable. 

14. Regarding claim 13, Nishiguchi discloses the device as claimed in claim 12 (see 
figure 5, for instance), wherein the slow axis of the first region (106c) is oriented at 45*" 
to the first polarization direction (column 16, lines 30-34) and the slow axis of the 
second region (ld6b) is parallel to the first polarization direction. Claim 13 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

15. Regarding claim 14, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 13 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the output polarizer (110) transmits light having a 
polarization direction oriented at 45*" to the first polarization direction (column 16, lines 
30-34). Claim 14 is therefore unpatentable. 

16. Regarding claim 15, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 14 (see figure 5, for 
instance), having an alternative mode of operation in which the output polarizer (1 10) is 
arranged to pass light from the regions (106b,c) of one of the first and second sets and 
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to attenuate light from the regions of the other of the first and second sets, 
characterized in that the output polarizer (110) is arranged substantially to block light 
from the other of the first and second sets in the alternative mode, and characterized in 
that the output polarizer (110) is flipped by ISO"" for the alternative mode so as to 
transmit light having a polarization direction substantially orthogonal to the first 
polarization direction. Claim 15 is therefore unpatentable. 

17. Regarding claim 17, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 12 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the slow axis of the first region (106c) is parallel to the 
first polarization direction and the slow axis of the second region (9) is oriented at 45° to 
the first polarization direction (column 16, lines 30-34). Claim 17. is therefore 
unpatentable. 

18. Regarding claim 18, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 1 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized by comprising a further polarization modifying element (112) 
between the input (101a) and the output (110) polarizers. Claim 18 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

19. Regarding claim 32, Nishiguchi discloses the device as claimed in claim 18 (see 
figure 5, for instance), characterized in that the further element (112) is a polarization 
rotator. Claim 32 is therefore unpatentable. 

20. Regarding claim 33, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 32 (see figure 5, for 
instance), wherein the slow axis of the first region (106c) is oriented at 45*" to the first 
polarization direction and the slow axis of the second region (106b) of the second set is 
parallel to the first polarization direction, and characterized in that the.rotator (112) 
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comprises at least one region which provides a polarization rotation of 45'' (column 15, 
lines 65-67), Claim 33 is therefore unpatentable. 

21 . Regarding claim 34, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 33 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the rotator (1 12) comprises a twisted nematic liquid 
crystal device (column 15, lines 65-67). Claim 34 is therefore unpatentable. 

22. Regarding claim 35, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 34 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the liquid crystal device (112) has an alignment direction 
(105a), at a liquid crystal surface nearer the input polarizer (101a), parallel to the first 
polarization direction and an alignment direction (105b), at a liquid crystal surface 
nearer the output polarizer (1 10), oriented at 45** to the first polarization direction. Claim 
35 is therefore unpatentable. 

23. Regarding claim 36, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 34 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the liquid crystal device (112) has an alignment direction 
(105a), at a liquid crystal surface nearer the input polarizer (101a), oriented at 22.5° to 
the first polarization direction and an alignment direction (105b), at a liquid crystal 
surface nearer the output polarizer (110), oriented at 1 12.5° to the first polarization 
direction. Claim 36 is therefore unpatentable. 

24. Regarding claim 37, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 34 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the liquid crystal device (112) has an alignment direction 
(105a), at a liquid crystal surface nearer the input polarizer (101a), oriented at 12.5"* to 
the first polarization direction and an alignment direction (105b), at a liquid crystal 
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surface nearer the output polarizer (110), oriented at 102.5° to the first polarization 
direction. Claim 37 is therefore unpatentable. 

25. Regarding claim 38, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 32 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the output polarizer (110) is arranged substantially to 
block light from the other (106b,c) of the first and second sets in the alternative mode, 
and characterized in that the polarization rotator (112) Is disableable (no voltage state) 
for the alternative mode. Claim 38 is therefore unpatentable. 

26. Regarding claim 39, Nishiguchi discloses a display (column 7, lines 6-10; see 
figure 5, for instance) characterized by comprising a device as claimed in claim 1 . Claim 
39 is therefore unpatentable. 

27. Regarding claim 40, Nishiguchi discloses the display of claim 39 (see figure 5. for 
instance), havinga spatial light modulator (112). Claim 40 is therefore unpatentable. 

28. Regarding claim 41 , Nishiguchi discloses the display of claim 40 (see figure 5, for 
instance), wherein the modulator (112) is a liquid crystal spatial light modulator. Claim 
41 is therefore unpatentable. 

29. Regarding claim 42, Nishiguchi discloses the display of claim 39 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized by having an autostereoscopic mode (column 1 , lines 62-67). 
Claim 42 is therefore unpatentable. 

30. Regarding claim 43, Nishiguchi discloses the display of claim 42 (see figure 5, for 
instance), characterized in that the output polarizer (110) is arranged substantially to 
block light from the other (106a,b) of the first and second sets in the alternative mode. 
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and characterized in that the device (112) when in the alternative mode forms a front or 
rear parallax barrier. Claim 43 is therefore unpatentable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

31 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

32. Claims 1-8 and 10-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jung (US 7,002,642) in view of May et al. (US 5,548,427). 

33. Regarding claim 1, Jung discloses an optical device (see figure 5A-B, for 
instance) comprising an input polarizer (108) for passing light having a first polarization 
direction (108a), a polarization modifying element (112) for receiving light of the first 
polarization direction (108a) from the input polarizer (108), and an output polarizer (116) 
for analysing light from the polarization modifying element (112), the polarization 
modifying element (112), comprising at least first (K) and second (J) regions, each first 
region (K) changing the polarization of light from the input polarizer (108) to a second 
polarization direction (1 12a) different from the first polarization direction (108a) and 
each second region (J) supplying light of a third polarization direction different from the 
second polarization direction (112a), wherein the polarization modifying element (112) 
comprises a patterned retarder (column 5, lines 58-67) and, wherein the output polarizer 
(1 16) is arranged to transmit the same proportions of slow and fast axis components of 
light from the first and second sets of regions (K, J) (It would have been obvious, as the 
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structure of the device of Jung appears to be identical to that pf the present invention, to 
arrange the output polariser (116) to transmit the same proportions of slow and fast axis 
components of light from the first and second sets of regions (K, J) in order to maintain a 
uniform display, and it seems Inherent In any design of a display including parallax 
barriers or patterned retarders). However, Jung does not expressly disclose wherein the 
output polarizer cooperates with the polarization modifying element such that each first 
light path through each first region and the output polarizer has substantially the same 
attenuation and phase change to light from the input polarizer as each second light path 
through each second region and the output polarizer. 

34. Regarding claim 1 , May discloses an optical device (see figure 3, for instance), 
wherein the output polarizer (6) cooperates with the polarization modifying element (4) 
such that each first light path through each first region (4a) and the output polarizer (6) 
has substantially the same attenuation and phase change to light from the input 
polarizer (2) as each second light path through each second region (4b) and the output 
polarizer (6). 

35. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the polarizer alignment of May In the device of Jung. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to provide uniform light for displaying 3D images, as taught 
by May (column.1, lines 49-54). Claim 1 is therefore unpatentable. 

36. Regarding claim 2, Jung in view of May discloses the device as claimed in claim 
1 (see figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the regions of the 
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first (K) and second (J) sets are interleaved and comprise first and second parallel 
strips, respectively. Claim 2 is therefore unpatentable. 

37. Regarding claim 3, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 2 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the first strips have a first 
width and the second strips have a second width greater than the first width. 

38. Regarding claim 4, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 1 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the second and third 
polarization directions are substantially orthogonal (column 7, lines 15-17). 

39. Regarding claim 5, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 1 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the third polarization 
direction (1 12a) is the same as the first polarization direction (108a). Claim 5 is 
therefore unpatentable. 

40. Regarding claim 6, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 1 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein an alternative mode of 
operation in which the output polarizer (116) is arranged to pass light from the regions 
(J, K) of one of the first and second sets and to attenuate light from the regions (J, K) of 
the other of the first and second sets (column 7, lines 18-30). Claim 6 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

41 . Regarding claim 7, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 6 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the one of the first and 
second sets (K, J) is the first set (K). Claim 7 is therefore unpatentable. 
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42. Regarding claim 8, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 6 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the output polarizer 
(116) is arranged substantially to block light from the other (J) of the first and second 
sets in the alternative mode (column 7, lines 48-56). Claim 8 is therefore unpatentable. 

43. Regarding claim 10, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claini 1 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the output polarizer 
(116) is arranged to transmit only the slow axis component of light from the first and 
second sets of regions (K, J). Claim 10 is therefore unpatentable. 

44. Regarding claim 11, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 1 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the retarder (112) 
comprises a photo-polymerised polymer (column 6, lines 4-13). Claim 11 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

45. Regarding claim 12, in view of May Jung discloses the device of claim 1 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the retarder (112) 
provides a half wave of retardation at a visible light frequency (column 7, lines 8-12). 
Claim 12 is therefore unpatentable. 

46. Regarding claim 13, Jung in view of May discloses the device as claimed in claim 
12 (see figures 5A-B, for instance), and Jung further discloses wherein the slow axis of 
the or each region (K) of the first set is oriented at 45'' to the first polarization direction 
and the slow axis of the or each region (J) of the second set is parallel to the first 
polarization direction (column 7, lines 40-46). Claim 13 is therefore unpatentable. 
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47. Regarding claim 14, in view of May Jung discloses the device of claim 13 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), characterized in that the output polarizer (116) transmits 
light having a polarization direction oriented at 45° to the first polarization direction. 
Claim 14 is therefore unpatentable. 

48. Regarding claim 15, Jung in view of May discloses the device of claim 14 (see 
figures 5A-B, for instance), having an alternative mode of operation in which the output 
polarizer (116) is arranged to pass light from the regions (K) of one of the first and 
second sets and to attenuate light from the regions (J) of the other of the first and 
second sets, characterized in that the output polarizer (116) is arranged substantially to 
block light from the other (J) of the first and second sets In the alternative mode, and 
characterized in that the output polarizer (1 16) is reorientable for the alternative mode 
so as to transmit light having a polarization direction substantially orthogonal to the first 
polarization direction (108a). Claim 15 is therefore unpatentable. 

49. Regarding claim 16, May discloses an optical device (see figure 3, for instance), 
wherein the slow axis of the first region is oriented at 22.5'' to the first polarization 
direction and the slow axis of the or each region of the second set is oriented at -22.5° 
to the first polarization direction. 

50. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the oriented directions of May in the device of Nishiguchi. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to avoid unequal transmission losses through 
the retarder, as taught by May (column 3, lines 49-54). Claim 16 is therefore 
unpatentable. 
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51. Claims 16 and 19-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nishiguchi (US 7,002,642) in view of IMay et al. (US 5,548,427). 

52. Regarding claim 16, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 12 (see figure 5, for 
instance). However, Nishiguchi does not expressly disclose wherein the slow axis of the 
first region is oriented at 22.5° to the first polarization direction and the slow axis of the 
or each region of the second set is oriented at -22.5** to the first polarization direction. 

53. Regarding claim 16, May discloses an optical device (see figure 3, for instance), 
wherein the slow axis of the first region is oriented at 22.5'' to the first polarization 
direction and the slow axis of the or each region of the second set is oriented at -22.5'' 
to the first polarization direction. 

54. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the oriented directions of May in the device of Nishiguchi. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to avoid unequal transmission losses through 
the retarder, as taught by May (column 3, lines 49-54). Claim 16 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

55. Regarding claim 19, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 18 (see figure 5, for 
instance). However, Nishiguchi does not expressly discloses wherein the further 
element (112) is a further retarder. 

56. Regarding claim 19, May discloses an optical device (see figure 3, for instance), 
wherein a further element (8) is a retarder (column 4, lines 8-11). 

57. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the retarder of May in the device of Nishiguchi. The motivation for doing 
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so would have been to quickly control the propagated image, as taught by May (column 
5, lines 12-14). Claim 19 is therefore unpatentable. 

58. Regarding claim 20, Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 1 9 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein 
the further retardeC (8) provides a half wave of retardation at a visible light frequency 
(column 4. lines 8-1 1 ). It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to use the retarder of May in the device of Nishiguchi. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to quickly control the propagated image, as 
taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 20 is therefore unpatentable. 

59. Regarding claim 21 , Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 20 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein 
the further retarder (8) is a liquid crystal device. It would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the retarder of May in the 
device of Nishiguchi. The motivation for doing so would have been to quickly control the 
propagated image, as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 21 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

60. Regarding claim 22, Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 20 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and Nishiguchi further discloses 
wherein the polarization modifying element (106) comprises a patterned retarder and 
the output polarizer (110) is arranged to transmit the same proportions of slow and fast 
axis components of light from the first and second sets of regions (106b,c), 
characterized in that the retarder (106) provides a half wave of retardation at a visible 
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light frequency wherein the slow axis of the first region (106b,c) is oriented at 45° to the 
first polarization direction and the slow axis of the second region (106b) is parallel to the 
first polarization direction. Furthermore, May further discloses that the further retarder 
(8) has a slow axis oriented at 22.5° to the first polarization direction. It would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the retarder 
of May in the device of Nishiguchi, The motivation for doing so would have been to 
quickly control the propagated image, as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 
22 is therefore unpatentable. 

61 . Regarding claim 23, Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 22 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and Nishiguchi further discloses 
wherein the output polarizer (110) transmits light having a polarization direction parallel 
to the first polarization direction. Claim 23 is therefore unpatentable. 

62. Regarding claim 24, Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 23 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein 
the output polarizer (6) is arranged substantially to block light from the other (4a) of the 
first and second sets in the alternative mode, and characterized in that the further 
retarder (8) and the output polarizer (6) are rotatable as a unit through 180° about an 
axis parallel to the slow axis of the or each region (4b) of the first set for the alternative 
mode. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the retarder configuration of May in the device of Nishiguchi. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to quickly control the propagated image, as 
taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 24 is therefore unpatentable. 
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63. Regarding claim 25, Nisliiguchi discloses the device of claim 21 (see Nishiguchi 
figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein the further 
retarder (8) comprises at least one region whose slow axis is switchable between a first 
orientation substantially parallel to the first and second light paths and a second 
orientation substantially perpendicular to the first orientation. It would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the retarder 
of May in the device of Nishiguchi. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
quickly control the propagated image, as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 
25 is therefore unpatentable. 

64. Regarding claim 26, Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 25 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein 
the further retarder (8) is a Freedericksz cell. It would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the retarder of May in the 
device of Nishiguchi. The motiva'tion for doing so would have been to quickly control the 
propagated image, as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 26 is therefore 
unpatentable. 

65. Regarding claim 27, Nishiguchi discloses the device of claim 25 (see Nishiguchi 
figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and Nishiguchi further discloses wherein the output 
polarizer (110) is arranged substantially to block light from the other (106c) of the first 
and second sets in the alternative mode, characterized in that the slow axis of the first 
region (106c) is oriented at 45"* to the first polarization direction and the slow axis of the 
second region (106b) is parallel to the first polarization direction, and May further 
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discloses wherein the first orientation is for the alternative mode, the second orientation 
is oriented at 22.5*" to the first polarization direction (column 3, lines 12-13), and the 
output polarizer (6) transmits light having a polarization direction perpendicular to the 
first polarization direction. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to use the configuration of May in the device of Nishiguchi. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to quickly control the propagated image, 
as taught by May (column 5. lines 12-14). Claim 27 is therefore unpatentable. 
66. Regarding claim 28, Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim (see 
Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein the 
slow axis of the or each region (4a,b) of the first set is oriented at 22.5'' to the first 
polarization direction and the slow axis of the or each region (4a) of the second set is 
oriented at -22.5** (column 3, lines 11-13) to the first polarization direction, characterized 
by comprising a further polarization modifying element (8) between the input and the 
output polarizers (2, 6), and characterized in that the second orientation is for the 
alternative mode and is oriented at 67.5** to the first polarization direction and the output 
polarizer (6) transmits light having a polarization direction perpendicular to the first 
polarization direction. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill In the art at 
the time of the invention to use the retarder/polarizer configuration of May in the device 
of Nishiguchi. The motivation for doing so would have been to quickly control the 
propagated image, as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 28 is therefore 
unpatentable. 
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67. Regarding claim 29, Nishlguchi in view of IVlay discloses the device of claim 25 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and Nishiguchi further discloses 
wherein the output polarizer (110) is arranged substantially to block light from the other 
(106b) of the first and second sets in the alternative mode, characterized in that the 
slow axis of the first region (106b) is parallel to the first polarization direction and the 
slow axis of the second region (106c) is oriented at 45° to the first polarization direction, 
and May further discloses wherein the second orientation is for the alternative mode 
and is oriented at 22.5° to the first polarization direction and the output polarizer (6) 
transmits light having a polarization direction oriented at 45° to the first polarization 
direction. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the retarder/polarizer configuration of May in the device of Nishiguchi. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to quickly control the propagated image, 
as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 29 is therefore unpatentable. 

68. Regai'ding claim 30, Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 20 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein 
the further retarder (8) comprises at least one region whose slow axis is switchable 
between third and fourth orientations substantially perpendicular to the first and second 
light paths (column 3, lines 7-46). It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to use the retarder/polarizer configuration of May In 
the device of Nishiguchi. The motivation for doing so would have been to quickly control 
the propagated image, as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). Claim 30 is therefore 
unpatentable. 
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69. Regarding claim 31 , Nishiguchi in view of May discloses the device of claim 30 
(see Nishiguchi figure 5; May figure 3, for instance), and May further discloses wherein 
the output polarizer (6) is arranged substantially to block light from the other (4b) of the 
first and second sets in the alternative mode, wherein the slow axis of the first region 
(4b) is oriented at 22.5° to the first polarization direction and the slow axis of the second 
region (4a) is oriented at -22.5° to the first polarization direction (column 3, lines 1 1-12), 
and characterized in that the third orientation is perpendicular to the first polarization 
direction and the fourth orientation is for the alternative mode and Is oriented at 67.5" to 
the first polarization direction (column 3, lines 15-24). It would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the retarder/polarizer 
configuration of May in the device of Nishiguchi. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to quickly control the propagated image, as taught by May (column 5, lines 12-14). 
Claim 31 is therefore unpatentable. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nathanael R. Briggs whose telephone number is (571) 
272-8992. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM - 5:30 PM Monday through 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Nelms can be reached on (571) 272-1787. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 



Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Nathanael Briggs 
10/24/2007 




